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1. Introduction 

1.1 These representations are prepared in response to The Planning Inspectorate 

document 'Inspectors' Matters, Issues and Questions Stage 1' in respect of the 

forthcoming examination of the Chiltern and South Bucks Local Plan on behalf of 

Paradigm Housing Group. Paradigm are one of the South East’s leading affordable 

housing providers.  The company manages over 15,000 homes, across 33 local 

authorities, with its origins within Chiltern District Council.  

1.2 Representations are made on all five matters set out within the above document. 

This representation is in respect of Matter 1 which concerns Compliance with the 

Act and Regulations. For ease of reference, the response is divided into the issues 

set out within the Planning Inspectorate document.   

 

2. Issue 1 – Duty to Cooperate  

Q5 – In response to the Inspectors' Initial Questions, it was confirmed that Slough 

Borough Council had approached Chiltern and South Bucks to accommodate some 

of their unmet housing needs. However, the "exact level of shortfall needs to be 

clarified". What is the latest position? Has the amount of housing which cannot be 

accommodated in Slough been established? Is there agreement on how Slough's 

potential unmet needs will be accommodated?  

2.1 It is evident that there will be a significant shortfall in Slough which will be difficult 

to address given its tight administrative boundaries. This is a constraint which 

cannot be addressed on its own, unlike Chiltern and South Bucks who can amend 

Green Belt boundaries in exceptional circumstances in order to meet housing need.  

2.2 Although it is noted the Councils have stated in EXAM2 that they are unable to 

assist Slough in accommodating their unmet need, it is not apparent whether the 

Councils have considered the particular difficulties Slough face in meeting their 

unmet need as an exceptional circumstance that would warrant additional Green 

Belt release.  This may merit additional allocations in order to provide for some of 

Slough's unmet need.  
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Q9 – Have all the necessary Statements of Common Ground been prepared and do 

the cover the scope expected in the Planning Practice Guidance (the 'PPG')?  

Q11 – Has the Duty to Cooperate under sections 22(5)(c) and 33A of the 2004 Act 

and Regulation 4 of the 2012 Regulations been complied with, having regard to 

advice contained in the National Planning Policy Framework and the PPG?   

2.3 Not all the necessary Statements of Common Ground have been prepared. 

Although the Councils have responded to the Inspectors' Initial Questions to state 

that these are being prepared in relation to the Royal Borough of Windsor and 

Maidenhead, Slough Borough Council and the London Borough of Hillingdon, it is 

difficult to comment on these documents without seeing their content. Whilst the 

Councils may have met their legal duty to cooperate, the outcomes may not 

address unmet needs in neighbouring areas through this local plan, as required by 

Paragraph 60 of the NPPF.  

 

3. Issue 2 – Sustainability Appraisal 

Q3 – Appendix B of the SA includes assessments for each of the 37 sites identified 

as 'reasonable alternatives'. What process did the Councils follow to determine 

which sites were taken forward into this stage of the assessment? In creating the 

list of 37 sites to be tested through the SA did the Council consider sites on a 

consistent and transparent basis?  

3.1 Appendix B sets out assessments for 37 sites that were identified as 'reasonable 

alternatives'. As set out within Paragraph B.2.1.2 these were identified through a 

Green Belt Assessment.  

3.2 In respect of the consultation on the local plan polices, we previously made 

representations that set out how the process the Councils followed in 

identifying these 'reasonable alternatives' was flawed. As such, we believe 

that there is strong justification to release land at High View, Chalfont St Giles from 

the Green Belt and, if the Green Belt Assessment was undertaken correctly, such 

a residential allocation would have been identified within the emerging Local Plan.  

3.3 The representation initially set out how the site at High View offered a sustainable 

and appropriate location for the introduction of additional housing to serve the local 

needs of Chalfont St Giles and the wider district. For information, part of the site is 
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currently subject to a planning application to Chiltern District Council (ref. 

PL/19/4421/FA).  

3.4 The Buckinghamshire Green Belt Assessment Part 1 (document ref CSBLP15.7, 

March 2016) identified this site within Parcel 38a. The parcel was given an overall 

score within the Part 1 Assessment of 'strong' against the five purposes of the 

Green Belt, indicating that it might not be appropriate for release from the Green 

Belt. However, there are two relevant points to note from this exercise.       

3.5 Firstly, it was acknowledged within the Assessment and subsequent work by the 

Councils that there will be smaller parts of parcels which perform differently against 

the purposes when assessed independently. This is an acknowledged position of 

the majority of Green Belt Reviews undertaken and helps ensure that the most 

appropriate opportunities for Green Belt release are identified without reliance only 

upon strategic tracts of the land being considered by the Councils.  

3.6 Land identified for an allocation of approximately 360 dwellings under Policy SP 

BP7 of the Emerging Local Plan is also located within Parcel 38a, therefore the 

headline assessment of Parcel 38a as 'strong' when considered against the 

purposes is clearly not definitive when assessing whether smaller areas within the 

parcel are appropriate for release from the Green Belt. It follows that smaller areas 

of Parcel 38a can also be considered appropriate for release from the Green Belt, 

subject to a more detailed assessment of them. As will be explained, it is contended 

that the more detailed assessment of Land at High View was subject to a 

fundamental error, which skewed the resulting recommendation for this particular 

site.  

3.7 The second point of interest from the initial assessment of Parcel 38a within Part 1 

is that the only purpose against which the Parcel was considered to score strongly 

against was 'to prevent neighbouring towns from merging'. This was 

understandable given that the parcel, in its entirety, provides separation between 

parts of Chalfont St Giles and Chalfont St Peter. However, if land at High View is 

considered independently, it is apparent that its development would not bring the 

two settlements closer together and would clearly not result in the merging of 

neighbouring towns. This is relevant as it highlights that the one reason for Parcel 

38a being considered to score strongly against the Green Belt purposes is not 

applicable at all when the smaller area of Green Belt at the High View site is 

assessed.  
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3.8 An assessment of how the High View site performs against the relevant Green Belt 

purposes was undertaken by Landscape Consultants, LVIA Ltd. This formed part of 

the previous representation 1and a similar document has been submitted in support 

of the current planning application2. It concludes that the site comprises a relatively 

low functioning part of the Green Belt.  

3.9 Given the above, it would have been reasonable to assume that, when the specific 

site at High View was considered in detail in Chiltern's Green Belt Assessment, it 

would have been identified for release from the Green Belt. However, this was not 

the case.  

3.10 Chiltern's 'Green Belt Assessment Part Two' Appendix 5/Volume 5 (October 2016) 

contained the proforma of the site's assessment; it is noted that this is not part of 

the Councils evidence base however it remains relevant to our comments.  

3.11 The site was considered under the heading 'Land r/o Stylecroft and Kings Road, 

Chalfont St Giles' as area reference 4.148. The assessment starts and finishes with 

a 'Boundary Assessment' which comments that; 

'It is not possible to identify a boundary that is permanent and defensible in 

accordance with NPPF requirements. The site consists of a large open area of 

grassland with some sparse tree cover in places. It is bounded to the north, south 

and west by the existing non-Green Belt settlement of Little Chalfont and to the 

east by a substantial hedgerow which marks the transition into open fields. Whilst 

the hedgerow is of sufficient substance to provide reasonable definition on the 

ground it is considered to be inconsistent with the Part 1 Methodology's 

requirements for boundaries to follow permanent and defensible features. There 

are no further natural features on the ground to which a more durable boundary 

might be aligned and it is therefore considered that a permanent defensible 

boundary for the site as a whole cannot be identified.'  

 

 

 
1 LVIA Ltd Combined Green Belt Analysis and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (ref. 
PARA1034lvia dated May 2019)  
2 LVIA Ltd Combined Green Belt Analysis and Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (ref. 
PARA1034lvias dated November 2019) 
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3.12 Such a finding is not justified. The County Archaeologist has previously highlighted 

the long-established nature and importance of the hedgerow and have re-iterated 

this in a consultation response to the current planning application.3 Analysis of 

historic cartographic sources has demonstrated that the eastern boundary of the 

site follows the alignment of the historic parish boundary between Chalfont St Giles 

and Chalfont St Peter and has represented the boundary since 1850. Evidence 

suggests that the feature has actually been in place since at least 1792.  

3.13 As such the hedgerow is considered to be an important historic hedgerow under 

the Hedgerow Regulations 1997, thereby illustrating both its permanence 

historically and its protection into the future. To suggest that it is not recognisable 

or permanent ignores its considerable history, and there will be very few, if any, 

Green Belt boundaries across the District that are as long established. Its 

permanence is therefore assured to the extent that any such boundary feature 

could ever realistically be.  

3.14 Even if the hedgerow was of no historical importance, its permanent nature is 

nevertheless clear to see. It is a physical feature that is readily recognisable and 

there is no suggestion that it will not remain in place. As a result, the hedgerow 

adheres with the requirements of the NPPF (para 139) relating to the definition of 

Green Belt boundaries and for the Councils not to consider the release of the site 

on the basis of this issue illustrates clear conflict with national policy.  

3.15 Paragraph 4.4.13 of the Green Belt Assessment Part 1 refers to durable features, 

likely to be permanent, often used for boundary identification. This includes 

reference to protected hedgerows, such as that at High View.  

3.16 It is not clear why Chiltern District Council concluded in their commentary above 

that the hedgerow is not sufficiently permanent or defensible to represent a Green 

Belt boundary. It is clear from the evidence above that this was an incorrect 

conclusion for the Council to reach. As such, in respect of Q3, it is clear that the 

process that the Council followed to determine which sites were considered as 

'reasonable alternatives' was flawed. The result of which was that the site at High 

View was not taken forward for consideration as a 'reasonable alternative' as part 

of the Sustainability Appraisal.  It is noted that it is now included as an 'Omission 

Site' within the document dated 18 February 2020.  

 
3 See Appendix   
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3.17 When analysing the 37 sites that were considered as 'reasonable alternatives', it 

becomes clear that the Councils have not been consistent in creating the list of 

sites to be tested. There are numerous sites where similar, or less recognisable and 

permanent features have been deemed appropriate to define a new boundary. For 

example, the western boundary of site 1.03 (Holmer Green) would be 

trees/hedgerow and there are sites with little or no defensible boundary in certain 

directions such as the following:  

• north and east of site 1.10A (Epilepsy Centre) 

• east of site 1.13A (Beaconsfield) 

• east of site 1.14 (Beaconsfield) 

• south of site 1.21 (Iver Heath) 

• south of site 1.25 (Farnham Royal) 

• west of site 1.28 (Iver) 

• south east of site 1.30 (Richings park) 

3.18 At the very least, these sites have boundaries that are no better than High View, 

which is enclosed on three sides by settlement and one side by hedgerow.  

3.19 The 37 sites were tested against a number of criteria as part of the Sustainability 

Appraisal, with a number selected for allocation as part of the emerging Local Plan. 

The Sustainability Appraisal set out 12 criteria to assess the sites against, such as 

Cultural Heritage, Transport and Accessibility, Landscape and Biodiversity. It is 

considered that the High View site performs well against the criteria in comparison 

to a number of the sites that were allocated, with the following sites referred to by 

way of examples.   

3.20 Holmer Green is proposed to be allocated for 300 homes under Policy SP BP3, with 

the Sustainability Appraisal referencing a 'highly sustainable location'. The site is a 

similar walking distance from the centre of Holmer Green as High View is from the 

centre of Chalfont St Giles, with a similar level of access to services and facilities. 

The appraisal notes that it is outside the target distance for a railway station and a 

bus stop providing an hourly service and is within close proximity to the AONB. It 

is considered that High View is in a comparative location (stated as 'highly 
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sustainable' by the Councils) and would have less impact on the AONB than the 

allocation at Holmer Green.  

3.21 Chalfont St Peter – North East is proposed to be allocated for 360 houses under 

Policy SP BP7, and is also referenced as a 'highly sustainable location'. The site is 

close to the High View site and would have a similar level of access to services, 

facilities and public transport, albeit for a larger number of population. Due to the 

larger number of dwellings proposed it is considered that it would have a greater 

landscape impact and potentially a greater biodiversity impact and impact on 

cultural heritage than High View.  

3.22 Land West of Iver is proposed to be allocated for 360 homes under Policy SP BP 10 

and is also referenced as a 'highly sustainable location'. The site is comparable to 

High View in terms of its access to public transport, and would be outside the target 

distance to local services. It is also within 700m of an SSSI and adjacent to listed 

buildings, therefore potentially having a greater impact on biodiversity and heritage 

than High View.  

3.23 In conclusion in answer to Q3, the process the Councils followed to determine which 

sites were taken forward as ‘reasonable alternatives’ was flawed, and the list was 

not created on a consistent basis. The result of this was that the site at High View 

was not taken forward for assessment as a 'reasonable alternative', and as a result 

was not subject to assessment as part of the Sustainability Appraisal.  As the High 

View site has a comparatively similar or less of an impact than sites that have been 

allocated, it seems reasonable to suggest that High View would have been allocated 

if selected as a 'reasonable alternative' for assessment. Therefore, the fact that it 

has not is as a direct result of the Councils flawed process.  

Q8 – Does the SA justify the policies in the Plan? Does it represent an appropriate 

strategy taking into account the reasonable alternatives available?  

3.24 Whilst the strategy may be appropriate to assess the reasonable alternatives, we 

re-iterate that the Councils process for determining the reasonable alternatives was 

flawed.  
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4. Issues 6 – Strategic Flood Risk Assessment ('SFRA')  

Q1 – Does any of the sites allocated for development fall within Flood Zones 2 or 3 

(or have significant areas falling within Flood Zones 2 and 3)? If so, are the 

allocations and policies consistent with paragraph 157 of the Framework which 

states that Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the 

location of development, taking into account current and future impacts of climate 

change, to avoid where possible flood risk to people and property?  

Q2 – How has the Council taken a sequential approach to identifying sites for new 

development?  

4.1 It is noted that the Councils have proposed to allocate a number of sites within 

Flood Zones 2 and 3. It should be noted that the site at High View lies entirely 

within Flood Zone 1, and in respect of the sequential approach identified in Q2, it 

therefore performs better than a number of allocated sites with regard to this 

matter.  
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APPENDIX: BUCKINGHAMSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL ARCHAEOLOGY 
COMMENTS 

 



Transport  Economy  Environment  
 
Martin Dickman  
Director Environment Services 
 

Buckinghamshire County Council 
County Hall, Walton Street 

Aylesbury, Buckinghamshire HP20 1UA 

  
 Telephone 0845 3708090 

www.buckscc.gov.uk 
   
Graham Mansfield 
Chiltern and South Bucks District Councils 
King George V House 
King George V Road 
Amersham 
HP6 5AW 
 

Date:  
Ref: 

Our Ref: 
 

28 January 2020 
PL/19/4421/FA 
CBC14431 
 
 

   

Dear Graham 
 

 

PL/19/4421/FA | Erection of 42 affordable dwellings and associated access, parking and 
landscaping. | Land Off High View Chalfont St Giles Buckinghamshire 
 
 
High View, Chalfont St Giles 
Thank you for consulting the Buckinghamshire County Archaeological Service on the above 
proposal.  We maintain the local Historic Environment Record and provide expert advice on 
archaeology and related matters.  As you will be aware, Paragraph 193 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) states that information held in the relevant historic environment record 
should be consulted and expert advice obtained where necessary.  The NPPF recognises that the 
effect of an application on the significance of a heritage asset (including its setting) is a material 
planning consideration.   
 
Historic Environment Record (HER) information 
We have consulted the Buckinghamshire Historic Environment Record (HER) and note that the 
following records are relevant: 
 

HER reference Designation 
Status* 

Description 

0434002000 PLN The Vache 
Medieval to post-medieval chapel at the Vache 

0436100000 HER Viatores Route 163 
Possible route of a Roman road between 
Verulamium and Silchester 

0282300000 PLN Pawlings/Palins 
Site of a house called Pawlings or Palins recorded 
on eighteenth and nineteeth century maps 

 



* COA = conservation area; LB = listed building; RPG = registered historic park; SAM = scheduled 
monument; PLN = planning notification area (undesignated area of archaeological interest); HER = 
historic environment record 
 
Note: some records relate to extensive areas such as historic landscapes, historic towns and 
villages or areas of high archaeological potential.  For full HER information and a licence for 
commercial use please contact the Bucks HER Officer.  
 
Archaeological and related interests 
The proposed site is located on the upper section of a south east facing ridge, and close to an 
ancient ford across the River Misbourne, a location type known to have been an attractive location 
for human activity. The possible route of a Roman road crosses to the north of the site and 
medieval and post-medieval land use is evident within the landscape. Whilst there are no recorded 
archaeological remains within the site and few identified within the immediate surroundings, this 
may be in part due to the limited archaeological works undertaken within the area. 
 
Due to the absence of known significant archaeology within the area, we would not request any 
archaeological works to be undertaken prior to the submission of a planning application, nor prior to 
determination. However, we do consider the site to contain enough potential for hitherto unidentified 
archaeological remains that we would recommend an archaeological condition be attached to any 
consent. 
 
We also note that the eastern boundary of the proposed site appears to be marked by a historic 
hedgerow which follows the line of the current parish boundary between Chalfont St Giles and 
Chalfont St Peter. If this parish boundary was in existence prior to 1850 then the hedgerow would 
be deemed “Important” under Paragraph 1 of the 1997 Hedgerow Regulations and further desk-
based research should be undertaken to certify this.  If the hedgerow fulfils the criteria of the 
Hedgerow Regulations, then every attempt should be made to retain it within any development 
proposals. 
 
We welcome the inclusion of the Heritage Desk Based Assessment and concur with section 6.8. In 
summary, this assessment has identified some heritage sensitivities associated with development 
within this Site. However, it is considered that through appropriate trial trenching and any 
subsequent archaeological investigation such sensitives can be addressed, ensuring compliance 
with the provision of the National Planning Policy Framework (2012), the Planning Act (1990) and 
the heritage policies of Cherwell District Local Plan 
 
If planning permission is granted for this development then it is likely to harm a heritage asset’s 
significance so a condition should be applied to require the developer to secure appropriate 
investigation, recording, publication and archiving of the results in conformity with NPPF paragraph 
199.  With reference to the NPPF and [Insert LPA text – precise text depends on Organisation], we 
therefore recommend that, based on the advice in DOE Circular 11/95, any consent granted for this 
development should be subject to the following condition: 
 
No development shall take place until the applicant, or their agents or successors in title, 
have secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in accordance with 
a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant and approved 
by the planning authority. 
 



The archaeological investigation should be undertaken by a professionally qualified archaeologist 
working to the agreed written scheme of investigation based on our on-line template briefs and take 
the form of trial trenching in the first instance.  

If you have any queries regarding this advice please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely 

Phil Markham BA MA MCIfA 
Senior Archaeology Officer 
Transport Economy Environment 

Tel. 01296 382705 
E-mail: pmarkham@buckscc.gov.uk
Buckinghamshire County Council, County Hall, Walton Street, Aylesbury, Bucks, HP20 1UA
Visit our website: www.buckscc.gov.uk

mailto:pmarkham@buckscc.gov.uk
http://www.buckscc.gov.uk/
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